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After organizations decide upon innovations these' 
innovations must be implemented. The X^ikelihood and the ease o£ 
getting an adoption unit (the segment^ of the 'organization responsible 
for translating decisions into ajctio^^ to implement an innovation 
desired^ by a decision unit depend upon a number of factors: (1) the 
"^/adoption unit's perception of the ri>k involved, . (2) the complexity 
^of the innovation, and (3) the^ powe^' and communication costs required 
to overcome the adoption Uftit's resistance. The decision unit has 
^hree types of power available to ik — sanction, authority, and 
influence — and each of these ctypesjhas associated costs and demands a 
different level of involvement., the interaction of these various 
factors can be charted and the ^l^iS^ks of various, combinations 
assessed. Organ izatloTis must be alert to situations that might 
overloayi thieir communica'tiron chani^els and thereby prevent successful 
innovation implementation . (JL) if 
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characteristics of Innovations and Organizational Structure^ 
Related to Innovation Implementation 
Modern orgcinizatiohs must constantly adapt to survive in today's rapidly 
changing environment.'^ As a result the implementation of innovations is 
crucial to organizational ^success. This process is important both for 
organizational effectiveness (Rogers* & Agarwala-Rogers, 1976) and for 

*' * 

the redfrection and integration of the organization a§ a system' (^ager, ^ ^ 
1962). Conmun>5 cation plays a cehtrahl role. ln'the implementiag- of sny^ 
innovation. The nature of infc^rmatfon transmitted concerning an- irinovati'on 
•cah be grouped into tflreeYe^Aeral • categories-: * CD HnfQrmation cQncerriiog 
th4 innovation; j[^). influence.aad, pdWer jnfoVmeetion reTated to^ .innovation;' 
and^Caj^-rnformation"^ concerning the operationalizing of the' innavation 
(Schramm & Roberts,- 1971).- What follows ts an attempt to specify the 
manner in,wh.ich' characteristics of the innovation transmitted ill fcomrpuni - 
cation messages ^and structural aspects of organisations relat€?d to 
communication determine the ultinoat^ implementation of ;innovations in 

^ , -* . ' . : 

organizations. ^ ^ . • ^ ^ . 

.Innovations can take several forms*: (1) innovation in a product or 
senyjce;^ (2) in a production process^ (3)' in organizational structure; 
(4)n'ri peop'lej^^and (51 in policy (Zaltman,t Duncan, & Holbek, 1973). 
Whate\/6V its form, a imique feature of innovation in an'organizational 
setting is- that a unit w: higher^status and" authority can decide to adopt 
an Innovation^ which another segment of ^the organizationmust implement* 
The former unit has been .termed the decision unit and the latter has, been 
-'ternied3he adoption unit, and the process as a wholp^has been described 
as an .authority-innov^bion decision tRo.gers & Shoemaker; 197,1). Successful^ 



Mmplementation of an innovation can be conceived of as the Voutinization, 

incorporation, and stabilization of the innovation into ongoing- work 

activity. For orflanizations: '''The bottom line 1s implementation .(includ- 

ing its institutionalization), and rtot just the adoption^ decision" ^ 

(Rogers & Adhikdyra, 1979, p. 79).^ - ' ' 

The implementation of an innovation cam be, vie5{gd as .an uncertainty* 

reduction prcrces5. Advocating change necessarily results* in'' increased* 

' ■ <\ • " ' - " 

uncerta^'nty, which can lead. to resistance to innovation by ademption una'ts.' 
(e.g., Coch & Frencfh, 1948;- Katz ^i Kahn, 1966). Communication plays a ' 
key role in. overcoming resistance tg irinovation?, and^'n tbe reductign. ^ 
of uncertainty. Indeed some communication researchers see the> principal 
function of conmuni cation in organizations to be the reduction of 
uncertainty (e.g. , 'Farace, Taylor, & Stewart, 1978)'. ' 

Uncertaipty is generally conceived of as a functjpn of: the number 
of aHernatives and the probability of the occurrence of each alternative i 
(Far'ace, Monge, & Russell, 1977). Complexity and risk are elemeots of 
uncertainly which are crucial to 'the ultimate implementation of innpva- ^ 
lions. Complexity relates to tKe- number of potential alternatives ^ ^ 
perceived in an innovation. Risk is the perceived consequences to the , 
adoption unit a^socia.ted with-^the impleme,ntation of an innovation ^ 
(Lowrance, 1980).^ 

Both of these factors* relate directly to the caipacity of communication 
Tuessages to reduce uncertainty in the adopti.on uniti and hence the^ relate 
to the capacity-of the .decision unil to^send effective communication • 
messages; messages which bring the^ receii^er into grpjiter pompliance with/ > 
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the source (Farace et al . , 1978). In most instances for successful 
implementation to occur the message transmitted by the decision unit 
must evoke a similar meaning when received by the adoption- unit 
(Rogers & Shoemater, 1971). One factor which can increase the diffi- 
culties inherent in innovation implementation is a lack of homophily 
between th& two, units attributable to differentiation of function. This 
factor can increase the probabilities of distortion in communication^ 
messages associated with innbvation^imp'lementation (Tushman, 1978). 

While the reduction of uncertainty can decrease l^es'i Stance to 
innovations, usually decisicjfi units also exert .some degree of power 
and fnfluence to facilitate innova'tion implementation. In fact, the ' 
various types of power and the cgbmunication channels available to ^end 



messages related to /innovations are the primary structural characteristics 




of organizations^hich affect the ultimate implementation of an innovation. 

I ^ « 

The commonly used types of power in organizational settings have different 
coimunication costs associated with them. In 'fact some combinations of 
power, complexity, and risk can overload available communication* channels, 
creating an uppetr limit to the capacity of an organization to successfully ^ 
implement certain inijlovations* The succeeding pagfcs will more fully develop 
the argument that an organizations success In overcoming complexity and 
risk' associated with -innovations, will in large prart be determined by the 
amount of resources it devotes to these structural characteristics related 

•■ \ - . -.- ■ ■ 

am cation* . ' 

Risk . 

.... ■ ■ - ^ . ^ 

For the' arth>Dtlon tmit the key element in their response to an ^ 



to comm 



irinoyatiQn iS the perceived consequences in engaging in the new, behavior 



advocated In the communication message from the decision uait, since 
implementation of an innovation implies' action and attendant consequences 
(Kivlin & Fliegel, 1967); The presence of risR in'an innovation can 
lead to greater resistance than is present in norma-l organization 
operations^ because the very novelty of, the innovation entails more risk 
for the adoption uni t and for: the organization as a whole (RogeTs & 
AdhiJcayra, 1979). In fact, the greater the - uncertainty of outcome 
regarding an innovation the greater the degree of perceived risk toward 
implementing the innovation. ^ \ 

Since innovations -involve^new situations sUOK^t the chances of 
loss are formally unpredictable (Strassmaji, 1959) ^ adyta^ed^djAngfes 
offer a potential threat to organizational members which will increase . 
with increases in the degree of. advocated change (Hu'se, 1975; Zaltman &. 

f 

Duncan, 1977). The" more.-successful a decision unit is in decreasing the 
adoption unit's perception of risk, the less/their resistance to innova- 
tion implementation. . . ^ 
. , PI: The more ri5k~ perceived an-advocat&d innovation, 
the less the li'keTihood of successfOl innavation, 
implementation. ' ' . • , 

Coniplexity *. . 

Complexity refers to the jiumber of diraensjons ealong which an innova 
tion can be e\^liiated-.by .a "potential receiver; thus it is^ an inherent 
characteristic of-messages jconcerning ah innovation^. As Bohlen (1971, 
p. 807) hs^l noted:* |'otfier*factars "equated,, the more complex an idea is. 



the more slowly t£ tend? to be adopted/'' The greater tlie complexity ' . 
relliteci to using an ^innovation or irr.fnerely undeVstanding the innovation 
cogffitively; tfie greater is the resistance to an innovation XZaltman & ' 

Dunc.an, Aqcordingly: : ' J ;' ^ "S 

. . . ' ' ^ ■'^ 
h » P2:, .Generally,' the gr^eater the complexity of an innovation 

^ advocated- by a decisipn unit,'' the less the li'kelihood 

of successful innovation iitiplemehtatfon. ' 

• The complexity of an "innovation is related to its uncertainty,' since • 

with greater comple;^ity more dimensions (or alternatives) must be •considered. 

Thus there 'is* an ijicreased number of factors to evaluate and with more 

dimensions to cons^td^r, fewer can be known with 'any certainty: Thus ■ 

complexity increases the percetvi^B^ risks associated with an advocated , 

innovation. and these two factors "ttJgeth'er can interact^to increase. 

'■"'■'/ ^ ^ • ' 

resistance to an innovation'. - •' ' . 

- Power and Communication Costs , • *- . • . 

/ Since the -focus here i-s on the implementation of an innovation that 

has previously been adopted by anther organizational unit, • the various^ 

type^ of power 4Jsed to overcome T*esistance on the part of the adoption^ 

unit become crucial iTi determini{ig innovation implementation. Even when 

individuals 'In the adoption. unit conform to executive ^dectsions-^ttitudi- 

' - • » ^ 

nally, the implementation of an innblTatlon jj^ehaviorally t^n be hindered 

through both passive and active resistance (Zaltman et ali, J973). The 

types of po^Jer used by the decision unit to induce the adoption ijn1t to 

Implement an inhov^itioh have important consequenpes for the costs of 

communi^lion incurred in innovation implementation. These. typesi^of 

power also induce differing levels of involv-ement with the i>inovationr. * • ^ 



a faptpr which is usually crucial to the successful adoption of any innova 

tion {Bennis, 1965). /' , • ' ^ >■ * ■ 

Communication Costs 

Generally, three main types o^f power, or the capacity- or potential to 
r determine the actions of the adopti^onj^it, can be used by the decision 

unit: sanction, ^authority,- and influence, . Sanction refers to the ability 

to contro*! the adoption* unites action through the active manipulation of 

resources under the decision unit's control, 

^Reward and coercion are two 'separate man^stations of this type of 

power (French & Raven, 1959),- Both rest-on the .belief of the adoption unit 
^ that the decision unit conj:rols material.and psychological resources that 

are important to it, .While. both of these types of power can be eff^jve, 

t * ' * 

their yse Incurs considerable costs to the decision unit. First, they 

» ^ •" ' ^ 

^require the continuous expenditure of resources, some of which may result 

• ^ ' ' 9^ 

in satiation and thus lose tfiei-r .impact. Second, both FequiTe constant 
* - - . • * 

moaitori^tg of the adoption' unit to ensure- that ,it is acting in a jnanner . 
' that is- consonant with. either continued reward or punishment* Thus there 
^are heavy communication costs (Se* Figure 1) to the decision unit both 
in terms. of dStermining what may reward or punish the adoption unit at ahy 
parti cular^i me, and also in reviewing "^the adoption .unlt-S. iict iylties. 



FIGURE 1 about here 



• Authority, or legittmate power In' French andlRaven's (igSQ^ ta;(onoiny, 
-rests on the belief .of the adopting unit (resulting from an internalized 
norm or value) that the decision unit has the right ta dictate innovations 



The use of* this type of power has several- advantages over the use of 

• 4 

sanctions; J[l) it does not 'require constant monitoring; (2) legitimate 
power derives from previous rewards and punishment^ associated with, 
socialization and thus cloes not require spefcific sanctions for , every 
innovation; (J) satiation -is less of a problem^ and (,4) conmuaitation 
costs are primarily associated with transmission of information con- 

cefning the innovation through formal channels, 

. . ft , * 

P3: Legitimate power results in less communication 

cost* to the decision unit than yfe use of sane 

tions -in .securing eventual innpvatipn imp>emen 



nn^otipn 



tation. • ' 

influence rests .on the capacity, of the decision unit to cause changes 
in the adopting unit's behavior by the use of more subtle or indirect 
means than those of sanction or authority. There are three primary types 
of influence:., referent, expert, and persuasion. . , ' ^ 

Referent power is based on the adoption unit's identification with 
the decision unit (French & Raven, •IQSQ); Indeed the'.-greater the prestige 
of the decision unit,^ the more likely it is to influence the adoption of 
an innovati<3n (Huse*, 1975). In the case of referent power the adoptirtg 
unit institutes an innovation merely because the dj^cision unit has; the 
decision unit may not even be aware of its influence. The communication 
costs associated with this ^ype of. power are almost exclusi\ely associated 
with the transmission of information conceri\ing the nature of innovation ' 
and are^primarily borne by the adoption unit.^ 

More centr^ to the problem addressed here is the use of influence 
4>asea m exrejt power, *pr the adoption umt's perception that the decision 



unit has greater knowledge in the .salient area of the innovation, and 

thus 'its judgement of the innovation's ^utility should be "accepted • The 

communication costs associated with the use of this type of power will ' 

vary with the complexity of the* innovation. In the case of a simple 

innovation, the costs may be very low,, approachi^ng the level of4^p' 

of legitimate power.' However, for complex innovations the"use,6f this 

type of power can result in high communication costs ^associated with the ^ 

mere transmission of information concerning implementation of th6 -innovation 

Mn utilizing pe/suasion, the dec.tsion -unit communicates evidence, 

arguments, antJ- a. rationale advocating irripleWntatiori of the innovation ^ 

' . ' \ ' ' ^ , * 

by the^doptin^ Unit, In. essencb it att^pts, to convince the adopting 

- ' ' \ ^ ' . . ** 

unit that it should voluntarily .'change its. behavior; The communication 

costs associated with 'the use of this type\of power- are Ijigh initially, 

and, atjeast in the case of counter persuasion attempts, they may be 



continuous. 



p /l r Communi Gat4^fi-Gosts~reUted-J:Q-j:h'^ of influence 



;i:n securing eventual innovation implementation will 
generally ber highest for persuasion, fallowed by ^ ^ 
expert power, with referent power requiring the 
lowest communication costs to the decision unit. 
Level of Involvement Induced 

"v ' ^ ^ 
While each of the forgding types oT power can result in changes in 

behavior, and in some instances the'y my be used simultaneously\to even 

'greater effect, they each intluce differential levels of involvement in 

. the adopting unit. High levels of involvement" usually pi ay-f crucial ■ 

role in the ultima}:e irapl^nentation of 'innovations. .Figure Ivgraphically 

reveals the relationship be^een the five types df"~power di^^jjppd .in the 



previous section and their positiX)n on^the dirfiensio,ns of conniunisCati.on 
• ^ • ; ... ^ 

costs and involvement. 



i 



Use of sanction power results in a relatively lowJeypl of ihvol^vfement 
because^ reactions to it are usuaWy based en a Calculation of, benefits * 
and'costs, r'esulting.in motivations to change one's behavior due to 
Extrinsic influences. The use of l^gtjtimate powgr usually tlampens the 
creativity of.-workers and impairs their willingness to^luggest modifica- 
tions yiiqce'they are ribt active, pai^ttci pants in tlie decision making process 
.Typically when legitimate power is used^ the ardoption unit will engage in , 
routine^ mechanical opefationalizing bf an innov^iti on .which is identified 
,wit:ft)th5 decision unit. However,* successful .innovatttop .impl^entation 
reqifires some modificatiin in actual practice based! on the experience of 
users (Rogers &. Adhikayra, 1979).^ ' ' ' ' . 

Influence power results in more active inval vement ^on- the part of^the 

adoption uttit', since these methods usually entail. an attitude change 

which is. positive to the required behavioral' change (keljnajn, 1969). In 
~ v ^ \ ' ' ^ • • 

both expert and referent powerl there is voluntary acceptanca of the 

innovation resulting from perceived characteristics "of the adoption unit* 

Since persuasion res.ults ^n greater participation- in the implementation 

of innovate of^, it usually results in less resistance to technologic^il 

change (Kelman, 1969Q.. Because of the*" voluntary, spontaneous acceptance 

associated v/itti the use of persuasion, this type of power is usually the 

most successful in ensuring the active involvement necessary for success- 
I* • , * * 

fui implementation of an innovation (Bennis, 1965). . 

^ , "' < 

^P5: As a result of 'Jthe. active involvement it induces, 

generally the use of influence wi'Tl be^more* 
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* » ' ' ' 

* effective in '.^novation ,implementatibn than . 
» * ^either sanction or legitimate power, • , • . ; ' 

Effects of.R'isk and Complexity , ♦ I " ■' . 

The complexity and peroefved risks ini^rent^n innbva^ionl interact 
' with the types of . pow^r to determine^the communication costs associated 
with the implementation. of particular innovations. - Indefed the percepti'o^ 
of risk is often a resiilt of a la6k o^ knowledge cQncerning'the. implica-. Cf . 
tions of an.irtnovation (Stras^man, 1959) wfjich ^necessitates, additional 
infoCTiaVort tralfisfer^for effective innovation implementation.. The more 
risky the; ^option^ Qf^,an Jnnovafion, the more' l-ikely it, is that the 
adopting uliit will be resistartt,., either requiring more r-ewards or ' 
M^rjfluence attempts before acquiescing i-n th^ifflpleiDeijtatlon of an^innbva- 
tiQji (Zaltm^n & Duncan r 1:977) • * . ^ ^ 



^ P6: Generally tlie gre?utet'l:he, i»ercei vecT riik, the gre^teir 



. tlie^ exercise* o^Qwer j;)eeded to'^^;^fipleme^t ?m innovation, 

(^ej!^-whicfT- will bemused to' 



-^em p l Gxity aUo aff e ct >s \'.th e-4;yf 



promote v'innovati on impl^emerjtation.' .For ejfample, the ihore facets, to an . 
1nnovatio*n; the more actfons whicfi h'av6 to be rewardedi»and somewftat 
relatedly, the greater the Volume of info^fmation related 'to pers.uasion. , 
Vihile those Anodes' of power which have high communication costsr persuasion/ 
'Sanction and'also in thi^ase expert power'/ increase almost e^popentially.^ 
with "greater complexity; other 'types of power, legitimate, smd refferent, * , 
increase more Itnearly since the- invocation of these types o-f power is; • - 
inherent in.the messages concerning the innovation. *. v. . 

P7: In effectively implemeniing !an -innovation, there " . 
is a linear increase in the communication costs^ 



u 
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' : * • ' of legitimate or referent power with* increasing 
complexity. 

P8: * In effectively^ implementing an .innovation, there 

' is a multiply cat iye increase in^communi cation 

costs associated with persuasion or sanction 

< . * . 
power with increasing complexity/ ^ 

These liypotheses suggest that the effectiveness of various types of 

.power in overcoming resistance due to uncertainties resulting from 

increasing risk and comp>ex44:)r?j^sJ imited. For example, the use of 

expert power is usually insufficient by itself when a high degree of 

undertainty exists '^(Zaltman & Duncan, 1977). Even though it performs an 

educative" function^ in explaini rig the innovatioi^ at a cognitive level the 

threat of risk may not be* mediate'd. With an Increase in risk and 

complexity, the decision-unit is limited in its use of legitimate , power 

as well; since it would probably need to exercise 'authority bfeyond , : 

accepted parameters. When authority is used to excess, there is a 

constant danger that the decision unit's authority over *the adoption , 

unit may actuaTly decrease (French ^. Rc^ven, 1959). ^ 

•Generally, persuasive strategies have been found to be the mo^t , 

effective means pf ensuring the successful imRlementati on of ar highly 

Msky and complex innovation (Bennis, T965; Zaltraan & Duncan, 1977). 

Persuasion can best overcome resistance attributable to both lack, of » 

■Understanding an^ to fear; in addition, its use induces a, higher level 

of involvement (Bennis, 1965). However^, while persuasion is.the"k)st ^ ' 

effective Strategy, it is also the most costly. So costly, in fact. 
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th'at^there ntay bte increasingly diminishing utility to the organization 
in^the implementation of highly risky and complex innovations. 

Communicatior> Channel Efficacy 
' One of the primary structural features assotiate'd with the diffusion 
of innova'tions within any system is the number and arrangement .of recurring 
communication channels. These channels have differing 'capacities for 
handling particular types of information and their combined^ capacities 
limit the i^aw volume of information in any system. Coimii^hi cation channel 

efficacy refers to the .ratio of resources expended to the utility of a. 

% ■ t ^ 

transmission event (Farace et al., 1978). The efficacy of \channel is 

important since it determines the ultimate cost effectiveness of the 

process of innovation >mplementation. Traditionally the diffusion • 

literature has grossly categorized communication channels into two 

categories: interpersonal, involving primarily face -to face channels, 

and mass medict channels, which are typically interposed in some way 

between the source ^nd, the receiver (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971). 

The influence o fathers through interpersonal channels is important 

in overcoming perceptions of risk. When an adoption unit perceives an ^-^ 

innovation to be risky, often the capacity of interpersonal channels to 

provide sdcial .support and enhanced confidence in the outcomes of the 

ianovation can be crucial in innovation implementation (Katz, 1957; 1961). 

typically interpersonal channels . are more likely to meet the specific 

needs and questions of the adoption unit as a result of their 'immediacy^of 

feedback and the situation specificity of their communication (Schramm, 1973) 

yP9: With increases in perceived risk, interpersonal channels 

will become increasingly more effective in innovation 

implementation. " . , 
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^. . • 

While mass media channels tend to prG^de background information of a * 

fairly general nature, it is often not specific enough to overcome perceptions 

of risk (Cartwright, 1949; Rogers, 1976)* ' However, when risk is not a major 

factor, the use af. mass media channels becomes more efficacious, especially 

when considering their speed. to larger audiences and their multiplicative 

» * *' ■* 

power (Schramm, 1973). ^ * ■ * 

PIO: With decreases in perceived* risk, mass media channels 

will become more efficacious in inrtovation implementation* 

The more complex the innovation, the greater the resulting work reflated 
uncertainty and hence the greater the communication costs associated with its 
itnplementation (Katz & Tushma.n, 1979). Interpersonal channels have general l/ 
been found to be more useful in transmitting highly complex subject matter 
(Chapanis, 1971; Conrath, Buckingham, Dunn, & Swanson, 1975; Tushman, 1978). 
Since these channels are generally more flexible than mass media channels, 
they can activate more senses and be more attuned to tfife specific problems 
of receivers (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971; Tushman, 1978). Interpersonal Channels 

are also able to carry more information through a variety of codes; as a 

■ ' ^ - ^ i • 

result &f this 'richness* of channel, they are able to better reduce the un- 
certainty caused by comple:ij;ity ^Holland, Stead, & Leibrock, 1976)-. 

PIT: With increasTng complexity, interpersonal channels will 

become mor6-=^fective in innovation* implementation. ; 
However, the communication costs associated with the use of Interpersonal 

channels are generally quite high. In situations of low complexity a minimum 

of activity Is necessary to relate dimensions to the experience world of the 

individual. Thus mass media channels can widely distribute the essential 

information concerning the innovatioji with a minimum of effort (Rogers & 

Shoemaker, 1971). " ^ 

■ ' - 'Y- 



PI 2: With decreasing complexity, mass media channels 

\ ^ 

* vfHl tecome jnore efficacious .in innovation 

' ; . ' ' ' / . ' 

. implementation. 

, In the organizational literature comnuni cation channels ^typically 
have been discussed in terms of their formality, with interpersonal ; 
channels typically termed informal and mass media (primarily written) 
''channel^associ fitted with the fomral authority structure of the organiza- 
tion (Danle; 1954;. Tompkins, 1967). Since legitimate and sanction power 
are typically tied to this formal authority structure, messages concerning 
them typically flow. along, mass media channels. On the other hand, 
messages from the decision to the adoption unit related to innovation 
implementation involving influence typ>ically flow along more informal 
channels. For innovations: for which a minimum degree. of resistance' is 
expected, typically mass media channels will be used. However, when 
rislc^^d-cpmplexity act to increase* resistance to innovations^ the more, 
informal channels become more effective 'iti Implementing innovations. 

. ParticularlyHmportant in the implementation of risky and complex 
innovations are subformal channels. These channels are primarily inter- 
personal and 'reflect the informal authority structure of an organization 
(Downs, 1967). Indeed interpersonal influence processes are often view6d 
as playing a determinant role in the implementation of innovations (Rice 

& Rogers, 1981v Holland et al., 1976) and subformal channels are the 

♦ * t 

primary conduits of this type of influence. 

P13: With increasing risk and complexity, the greater 

the" access of the decision unit to the adoption unit 

via subformal channels, the greater the likelihood 

of successful Ijinoyation implementation. 
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\ ' C&nmun.i cation Load 

While the propositions davelopJ^ here suggest specific strategies 

' which could be utilizeti in successful innovation implementation, the 

introduction of the notton^of channel efficacy also suggests some - 

potential problems* The general techniques involved in successful 

innovation implemen^tation haVe been known in broad detail for a long 

. - period of 'time,- but units within organizations have still proved ' 

remarkably resistant to innovation. An examination of the interaction * 

J! ^ 

between the various factors which contribute to successful Implementation 
.can provide an explanation'for this state of affairs.* 

, Figure 2, details the interactive effect of risk, complexity, and . 
• the communication costs of power on cpmnunl cation channel load. -For 
' simplicity, these factors, which can be^presumed to vary in intensity, 
are dividfed into two conditions, either high or low. A cursory 
examination of the resulting eight conditions reveals some substantial 
barriers to innovation implementation in specific situations. Wiien all 
of the factors are high, the volume of communication needed to overcome 
resistance may be too greatv potentially overloading available channels 
(both interpersonal and mass media) or making^the costs of Implementing 
the innovation greater than its potential benefits. The remaining seven 
: conditions have more » moderate, although still high^Tn some instances, 
loads. The lowe*st level^ where risk, complexity, and the communication 
tf costs of influence^^are all ifw, represents the optimal situation for using 
mass media channels. ■ . 
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^Interestingly there appears to be a direct inverse relationship 
between the amount of information load associated with particular 
conditions and the presumptions of the relative suctess of implementa- 
tion. Certainly with a highly r'isky and complex innovation that ' 
requires high volumes of communication to effect, the chances of 
successful implementation become problematical. 

An organization could, in an ideal world, cjioose to expend the 
effort to implement an innovation in these conditions, but, especially 
for the all bigh condition, there may not be the channel capacity to 
affect it, especially if the' normal operational level of organizational 
information load is maintained. Thus these contingent situations ^ 
• suggest tfvat there is a practical upper, bound to implementing innovations 
in organizations. , 

Discussion ' ' .. 

While the focus here has been on the role of the decision unit in 
inducing an adoption unit to implement innovations, thn actions of the 
decision linit after receipt of information concerning the innovation can 
'also have important -impacts on the process. For example, resistance to 
an innovation can result ^rv substantial modification in its implementation, 
in those cases where the innovation is not rejected outright. 

Another factor which can affect innovation implementation is infor- 
mation spking on- the part of the adoption unit triggered'by the imple-'^ 
mentation message. This information seeking can further i-ncrease the 
load on existing organizational communication channels. In general, 
uncertainty concerning the nature of .the innovation results in a quest for 
a(jditio^al information concerning the innovation particularly from . 



interpersonal Channels (Holland et al.» 1976) ^ 

Indeed failure tt) cairwunicate sufficient information regarding 
potential risks can delay, implementation, since the adoption unit, 
will- usually attempt to gather additional information to Ved.uce 
uncertainty before it acts b^haviorally. However, this information • 
seeking is limited 'by access to certain channels (Holland et aK, 1976), 
which the organization may be able to control. At times this information 
seeking can 'stimulate countervailing pressures from other sources within 
th& organization concerning the innovation. Generally when there is 
counter^vailing pressure, the likelihood of smgcessful implementation 
is subsjtantially reduced (Katz, 1957). 

In today's rapidly changing enviro^nt, organizations my^t 
constantly a3apt,. becoming increastngly^more productive, if they are 
to survive. A number of hypotheses havl been, stated here which suggest 
specific strategies organizations might engage in to^increase the . 
-probabilities of successful implementation. However, the interaction 
of risk^ complexity, aad power places' upper bounds on an organization's 
effectiveness in .implementing Innovations. If all of these factors are 
high, thefi an organization may not possess the structural factors, , 
necessaVy to overcome resistance in the adoption unit. Thus there 
appears to be a direct 'inverse relationship between-^coimuni cation load 
and the probabilities of successful implementation of innovations.. 
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^ ' FIGURE 2 . . ... ^ 

Relationship Between Riski Complexity,, and Communication 
Costs of Power and Channel Load * , 
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